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ADVISORY ACTION 



a) 
b) 



condition ror aiuwanue, w o j .r„>v p in a 

Continued Examination (RCE) in compliance with 37 CFR 1.114. 

i pfriod FOR REPLY [check only a) or b)] 
1^ The oeriod for reply expires I months from the mailing date of the final rejection. 

Z^«:ZTlnZTJ?^«.^^ Period for reply «*re later than SIX MONTHS ^ the 

mailing date of the final rejection. 

have been filed Is the date for purposes of determrrdng the P^°<<£°™<^ ^Trerty S^ally set in the final Office action; or (2) as set forth in 

j^V^^ fft^filed.n^reducearr, 

earned patent term adjustment See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

, n a wotire of Aooeal was filed on • Appellant's Brief must be filed within the period set forth in 

1D ; 7 N c°S?^ riADD6al Brief 

2. D ^ Tpropo Jamendrnentts) will be entered upon the time* submission of a Notice of Appeal and Appea. Bnef 

with requisite fees. 

3. D The proposed amendment(s) will not be entered because: 

- (a) □ they raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search, (see NOTE below); 
lb) □ they raise the issue of new matter, (see NOTE below); 

(c) □ they are not deemed to place the application in better form for appeal by materially reducing or simplifying 

the issues for appeal; and/or 

(d) □ they present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims. 

NOTE: 



^Ajym.^ eW^ 

- J ' . 5 ' would be allowable if submitted in a 

5 □ Newly proposed or amended claim(s) — — " 

separate, timely filed amendment canceling the non-allowable cla.m(s). 

6 . bd The I, □ affidavit, b) □ exhibit, or c) Mrecuest for reconsideration has been considered but does NOT place 
r the application in condition for allowance because: - ^ »" ^iuMm^ — 

7. D The affidavit or exhibit will NOT be considered because it is not directed SOLELY to issues which were newty 



^^^'SS^m * as foHows (see attached written explanation, if any,: 
Claim(s) allowed: )fVay^ 



Claim(s) objected to: !— 

Claim(s) rejected: Lr_5 

Claim(s) withdrawn from consideration:. 



o.a,m^ wunu, OT M the 

9 □ The proposed drawing correction filed on a) lj nas uj lj ncu, 

10D Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449) Pa per No(s) ■ 

11.D Other:— — * " 
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Application/Control Number: 09/643,259 
Art Unit: 1712 



ADVISORY ACTION 

The 35 U.S.C. 102(b) and 103(a) rejections over each of Osborne and Van Gasse are 
maintained. While the references do not contain examples without styrene, at col. 3, lines 33-37 
of Osborne and col. 3, lines 4-9 of Van Gasse, each of the references exemplifies a small group of 
unsaturated monomers for use in the unsaturated polyester compositions that include unsaturated 
monomers other than styrene. Thus, use of a monomer other than styrene is anticipated by each 
of the references of would have been obvious as suggested by each of the references. 

With respect to the arguments concerning unexpected results, a composition that does not 
contain styrene would be expected not to have the odor of styrene. 

Sakai (col. 1, lines 13-18) and Fujita (col. 1, lines 14-46) cited to show the art recognized 
odor problem when using styrene. 



P. Short 
July 22, 2002 
Phone (703) 308-2395 
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